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Hon. Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 

Washington, D.C. 20231 
Sir: 

In an Office Action dated June 2, 1981, the 
Examiner made a restriction requirement between claims 
1-11 (Group I) drawn to a protein-containing tissue 
adhesive or method of making it, and claims 12-14 
(Group II) drawn to a method of seamlessly connecting 
human or animal tissue using the tissue adhesive of 
Group I. As a response to this restriction requirement, 
the applicants elect the Group I claims , but respectfully 
traverse the restriction requirement. 

The Examiner based the restriction requirement 
on the allegation that the method of the Group II claims 
is not restricted to the use of the adhesive of Group I 
alone, as is evident from claims 13 and 14. This position 
is clearly without merit. Claim 12 calls for a "method 
of using the tissue adhesive set forth in claim 1 for 



I hereby certify that this paper is being 
deposited with the U.S. Postal Service as 
1st Clsss Mail in an envelope addressed to: 
Conditioner of Patents and Trademarks 

Washington, DC 20231, on 6-30-81 

Date of Deposit 

Mel vin C. Garner 26,272 
Att orney Name ~" *^g- No * 

"Si-Tature ' Date of Sx^ature 



,4230 



seamlessly connecting human or animal tissue." Thus, 
this is specifically restricted to the use of the adhesive 
of Group I . 

Claims 13 and 14 are also restricted to the use 
of Group I adhesive, except that the method requires the 
addition of thrombin and calcium chloride to the adhesive. 
The addition of these extra ingredients does not detract 
from the fact that Group I adhesive is required to 
practice the inventive method of the Group II claims . 

In his rejection the Examiner also asserts that 
the inventions of Groups I and II have acquired a 
separate status in the art and the fields of search 
are not co-extensive. This position is also unsupportable . 
The existence of a tissue adhesive clearly implies that 
it must have been made by some process and that it must 
be useful for connecting tissue. Therefore, the product, 
the method of making it and the application of the product 
to a useful purpose all amount to a single invention, 
provided the method of making it and applying it are 
limited in the claims to that product. Since such is the 
case with the present claims, there is only one invention. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, it is readily 
apparent that the restriction requirement should be 
withdrawn and all of the claims examined on the merits. 

Respectfully submitted , 
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